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Responses to Comment Set 18 
18-1 The CSLC acknowledges the authority of the Office of the State Fire Marshal (CSFM) 

regarding hazardous liquid pipelines in California.  The responsibilities of the CSFM are 
discussed in the Draft EIR in Section D.2.2.2, related State-level regulation for Pipeline Safety 
and Risk of Accidents.  This Final EIR (see Section 4) includes revisions to Sections D.2.2.1 
and D.2.2.2 and the Mitigation Monitoring Program in Section F to recognize where the CSFM 
has a role as a responsible agency.   

18-2 Thank you for the additional information.  We agree that new regulations have and are likely to 
improve pipeline safety further and decrease the frequency of accidents.  The extent of these 
changes is, however, difficult to characterize because it will be many years before long-term 
data is available that will allow a statistical analysis of the safety improvements.  As a result, 
the analysis included in Section D.2 (Pipeline Safety and Risk of Accidents) of the Draft EIR 
uses the more extensive yet older data, and as such, is somewhat conservative.  We believe that 
the range of anticipated frequency of unintentional pipeline releases presented in the EIR is 
reasonable for the purposes of assessing the potential environmental impacts of pipeline 
operation under the California Environmental Quality Act.  While the risk of leaks may be 
reduced, the impacts of an accidental leak are the same. As noted in Section D.2.1.1 (Draft EIR 
page D.2-1 to D.2-3), the analysis is intended to predict the performance of the proposed 
system over its 50-year life.  

18-3 Section D.2.2.2 (State-level Regulations) of the Final EIR has been revised to reflect the fact 
that the proposed pipeline is interstate, not intrastate (see Section 4, changes to page D.2-23).  

18-4 This Final EIR includes revisions to Section B.2 of the Project Description to clarify the 
relationship of the CSFM to the federal DOT for interstate purposes (see Section 4, changes to 
page B-1).   

18-5 This Final EIR includes additional information in Section B.5.3 of the Project Description to 
describe DOT requirements for Pipeline Integrity Management in high consequence areas (see 
Section 4, changes to page B-42).   

18-6 We acknowledge that the smart pig inspections noted by the CSFM are likely to reduce the 
stated frequency of incidents caused by external corrosion.  Pipelines monitored by internal 
inspections still have some risk of unintentional releases caused by external corrosion.  Please 
refer to the Response to Comment 18-2, above.  While the risk of incidents may consequently 
be over-stated, the potential impacts of same are not.  

18-7 The text of Section D.2.2.1 (Federal Regulations) in this Final EIR has been revised to reflect 
the fact that the CSFM will also review the design and construction of this project (see 
Section 4, changes to page D.2-21). 

18-8 The references to Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 195 in Table D.2-27 of the 
Draft EIR have been revised as indicated in this Final EIR (see Section 4, changes to page 
D.2-22). 

18-9 The text of Mitigation Measure S-2b (Leak Detection) has been revised in this Final EIR (see 
Section 4 under changes to Section D.2, page D.2-36). 
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18-10 The text of Mitigation Measure S-2c (Valve Review) has been revised in this Final EIR to 
specify the CSFM’s review of the placement of block and check valves (see Section 4 under 
changes to Section D.2, page D.2-36). 

18-11 The text of Impact S-2.1: External Corrosion has been revised in this Final EIR to reflect the 
extent of the federal requirements (see Section 4, changes to page D.2-38). 

18-12 The text of Impact S-2.1: External Corrosion has been revised in this Final EIR to reflect 
current requirements (see Section 4, changes to page D.2-38). 

18-13 The text of Mitigation Measure S-2e (Conduct Pipeline Inspections) has been revised in this 
Final EIR to coordinate its requirements with those of the federal regulations (see Section 4, 
changes to page D.2-38). 

18-14 The text of Mitigation Measure S-2f (Ensure Proper Cathodic Protection) has been revised in 
this Final EIR to clarify the relationship of this measure to federal regulations (see Section 4, 
changes to page D.2-38). 

18-15 Please see Responses to Comments 18-2 and 18-6. 

18-16 The text of Impact S-2.2: Internal Corrosion has been revised in this Final EIR to provide 
current reference to the federal regulations (see Section 4, changes to page D.2-39). 

18-17 The text of Mitigation Measure S-2g (Pipeline Markers) has been revised in this Final EIR to 
include a reference to the appropriate DOT regulations (see Section 4, changes to page D.2-40). 

18-18 The text of Impact S-2.5: Design Flaw (Engineering) has been revised in this Final EIR to 
recognize the requirements of the CSFM.  Also note that the impact classification and 
corresponding mitigation have been upgraded for this impact (see Section 4, changes to pages 
D.2-41 and -42).  

18-19 The text of Mitigation Measure S-3a (Pipeline Abandonment Procedures) has been revised in 
this Final EIR to recognize the responsibility of the CSFM (see Section 4, changes to page 
D.2-52). 

18-20  The text of Mitigation Measure G-5a (General Fault Crossing Design Parameters) has been 
revised in this Final EIR to recognize CSFM review of seismic design (see Section 4, changes 
to page D.7-21). 

18-21  The text of Mitigation Measure G-5b (Pipeline Operations Plan) has been revised in this Final 
EIR to recognize CSFM involvement in the review and approval of the Pipeline Operations 
Plan (see Section 4, changes to page D.7-23). 

18-22 Comment noted. 

18-23 The text of Mitigation Measure HS-4a (Adequate Pipeline Burial and Protection) has been 
revised in this Final EIR to recognize CSFM responsibility to ensure project compliance with 
the federal pipeline safety regulations (see Section 4, changes to page D.8-18).  
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18-24 Comment noted.  Although regulations to implement the requirements for protection of water 
wells have not been finalized, Mitigation Measure GW-4b (Water Well Protection) would be 
effective in reducing this impact (see Section 4, changes to page D.8-24). 

18-25 This Final EIR includes revisions to Section D.9.2.1 of the Land Use analysis to specify the 
relationship of the CSFM as an agent of the federal DOT (see Section 4, changes to page 
D.9-14).   

18-26 This Final EIR includes a revision to Section F.2 to clarify the division of enforcement 
responsibilities between the CSLC and other responsible agencies, including the CSFM (see 
Section 4, changes to Section F). 

18-27 This Final EIR includes revisions to Section F.4 to clarify that issues identified by 
environmental monitors would need to be immediately reported to responsible agencies, 
including the CSFM (see Section 4, changes to Section F). 

18-28 The Mitigation Monitoring Program (see Section 4, changes to Section F) has been revised to 
recognize the CSFM as an agency responsible to ensure the implementation of all Mitigation 
Measures associated with Impacts S-2 (Operational Pipeline Accident Causing Injuries or 
Fatalities), S-3 (Pipeline Abandonment or Removal from Service), G-5 (Fault Rupture), HS-4 
(Risk of Surface Water Contamination from Pipeline Rupture Caused by Hydraulic Action), 
HS-5 (Accidental Contamination of Surface Water with Pipeline Product), and GW-4 
(Contamination of Groundwater) and to reflect the modifications enumerated in the above 
Responses to Comments (see Section 4, changes to Section F). 


